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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. Applicants' amendment filed February 7, 2005 has been entered. Claims 1, 2, 27 have 
been amended. No claims have been canceled. New claims 35-37 have been added. 

Claims 1-37 are pending in the instant appUcation. 

Priority 

2. Applicant's claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. 119(e) is acknowledged. 
However, the provisional application upon which priority is claimed fails to provide adequate 
support under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 for claims 1-37 of this application. Specifically, the hmitation of a 
hollow preform comprised of a "plurality of discrete reinforcing fibers intimately intermixed 
with a plurality of discrete thermoplastic fibers" does not appear to be supported by provisional 
appUcation 60/271,289 fi-om which the instant application claim priority. As such, the effective 
filing date for the instant appUcation is considered February 13, 2002. 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the foUowing informalities: on page 1, after the 
title, the first paragraph related to the priority should be deleted in its entirety. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Application/Control Number: 10/074,449 
Art Unit: 1732 



Pages 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the appHcant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of apphcation for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the EngUsh language. 

2. Claims 1-4, 8-19, 21-24, 27-29, 31, 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by LeBreton (US Patent No. 6,660,214 B2). 

The applied reference has a common inventor with the instant application. Based upon 
the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome either by a showing under 37 
CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was derived from the 
inventor of this application and is thus not the invention "by another," or by an appropriate 
showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

Regarding claims 1-2, 27, 31 and 35-36, LeBreton ('214) teaches the claimed process for 
making a hollow pressure vessel including, providing a hollow preform made from thermoplastic 
molding fibers and reinforcing fibers (plurality of discrete reinforcing and thermoplastic fibers) 
(see col. 1, lines 34-36), heating said preform in a rigid mold to melt said themioplastic fibers, 
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installing a plastic liner or rubberized core within the preform, inflating with a gas while the 
preform is being heated in said mold to fiise the thermoplastic material and form said hollow 
pressure vessel. Further, (5) LeBreton ('214) teaches that in certain situations it is desirable that 
the core be partially or conpletely bonded to the interior of the preform and thus become part of 
the finished article, hence providing a special interior surface, whereas in other situations the 
core is removed from the article after the article is cooled (see col, 1, Unes 28-48). 

In regard to claims 3-4 and further regarding claim 36, LeBreton ('214) teaches 
manufacturing said preform by separately manufacturing a domed portion and an integrated 
sidewall and bottom portion (see col 3, hues 18-21). 

Specifically regarding claims 8-12 and 31, LeBreton ('214) teaches that the preform 
thickness may be constant or it may vary along its length (col. 4, lines 29-34). Further, LeBreton 
('214) teaches that the ratio of reinforcing fiber to thermoplastic fiber is constant or may vary 
along the preform and that optimally it is 3:2 (se col. 3, Une 66 through col. 4, line 9). 

Regarding claims 13-15 and 21-22, LeBreton ('214) teaches glass fibers having a length 
of one inch and thermoplastic polypropylene fibers having a length of 2 inches (see col. 3, lines 
56-65 and col. 4, hues 24-29). 

In regard to claims 16-18, LeBreton ('214) teaches that it is well known to at least 
partially bond said bladder to said preform by treating said bladder with an adhesive agent (see 
col 1, hues 43-48 and col. 4, lines 53-59). Further, LeBreton ('214) specifically teaches that it is 
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well known to at least partially release said bladder to said preform by treating said bladder with 
a release agent (see col. 1, lines 43-48 and col. 4, lines 53-59). 

In regard to claims 19 and 3 1, LeBreton ('214) teaches a heating temperature of 400 °F or 
more (col 5, line 23), a heating time of 30 minutes (col. 1, line 51) and a bladder pressure of 10- 
80 psi (col. 5, line 14), 

Specifically regarding claim 23, LeBreton ('214) teaches thermoplastic powder (col. 3, 
line 60). 

Regarding claim 24, LeBreton ('214) teaches a neoprene bladder (col. 3, line 37). 
In regard to claims 28-29, LeBreton ('214) teaches a thermoplastic Uner that is 
pressurized by a fluid (col. 3, Unes 43-45). 

3. Claims 1-5, 1 1, 13, 15, 21, 23, 25-30 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Murphy et al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl). 

Regarding claims 1, 27 and 35, Murphy et al ('423) teach the claimed process for 
manufacturing a hollow reinforced plastic vessel including, providing a rigid mold having a 
cylindrical sidewall and domed portions, winding a hollow preform having a cylindrical sidewall 
and domed portions of reinforcing fibers and thermoplastic material, placing said preform 
against the inner surface of said mold, placing a bladder inside said hollow preform, pressurizing 
said bladder such as to force said hollow preform against the inner surface of said mold while 
heating said preform to a tenperature sufficient to melt said thermoplastic material and form said 
hollow reinforced plastic vessel, cooUng said hollow reinforced plastic vessel and removing said 
hollow reinforced plastic vessel from said mold (see col. 7, line 55 through col. 8, line 41). Since 
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pressurization occurs uniformly against the inner surface of said mold, it is submitted that 
distribution of said fibers is retained throughout said molding process. Further, Murphy et al 
('423) teach that reinforcing fiber material (12) and thermoplastic material (13) are separate 
strands (discrete fibers) or are commingled to form a yam (see col. 5, Unes 30-65), 

Further regarding claims 27-28, Murphy et al ('423) teach a thermoplastic liner (col! 4, 
lines 58-62). 

Regarding claims 2, 25, 26 and 29-30, Murphy et al ('423) teach pressurizing said 
bladder such as to force said hollow preform against the inner surface of said mold while heating 
said preform to a temperature sufficient to melt said thermoplastic material and form said hollow 
reinforced plastic vessel (see col. 7, hne 55 through coL 8, line 41). Further, Murphy et al ('423) 
teach the use of vacuum while pressurizing said preform (see col 9, Unes 10-12). Furthermore, 
Murphy et al ('423) teach venting of said mold in order to permit trapped air to escape and 
hence, to avoid void formation (see col. 6, lines 33-38). It is submitted that voids in the preform 
are reduced due to the use of vacuum and the fiber distribution throughout said preform is 
maintained because pressurization occurs uniformly against the inner surface of said mold. 

In regard to claims 3-5, Murphy et al ('423) teach an integral hollow preform having a 
cylindrical sidewall and domed (isotensoid) portions of reinforcing fibers and thermoplastic 
material. It is submitted that making separable what can be made integral, as Murphy et al 
('423) teach, does not appear to provide unexpected results under MPEP 2144.04(V)(C) and as 
such, by itself does not carry patentable weight. In re Dulberg . 289 F.2d 522, 523, 129 USPQ 
348, 349 (CCPA 1961). It is noted that Murphy et al ('423) teach both short reinforcing fibers 
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and long reinforcing fibers that are wound to form said integral hollow preform (see col. 4, line 
53 through col. 5, line 18). 

Specifically regarding claims 13, 15, 21 and 23, Murphy et al ('423) teach glass fibers 
and polyethylene fibers to form said reinforcing fiber and thermoplastic material (see col. 5, hne 
61-66). Further, Murphy et al ('423) teach that said thermoplastic material is a powder (see col. 
5, lines 48-50). 

Regarding claim 11, Murphy et al ('423) teach a hollow preform having a cylindrical 
sidewall and domed portions formed by winding a fiber around a liner. It is submitted that the 
resulting wall* thickness varies along said vessel obtained by the process of Murphy et al ('423) 
because both the liner and the wound layer in the process of Murphy et al ('423) have a uniform 
thickness. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3-9, 12 and 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Murphy et al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Wiltshire (US Patent No. 4,101,254). 

Murphy et al .('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 
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Regarding claims 3-7 and 36-37, although Murphy et al ('423) teach a wide variety of 
methods of making said fiber preform including using chopped fiber (see col. 4, Hues 64-67), 
Murphy et al ('423) do not teach separately making the sidewall portion and the domed 
portions, that the sidewall portion overlaps the domed portions and, that said sidewall portion is 
made by rolling a fibrous mat. However, manufacturing a hollow reinforced plastic preform by 
separately manufacturing domed portions and a cylindrical portion by rolhng a fibrous matt, is 
well known as evidenced by Wiltshire ('254) which teaches that in such a process an overlap 
results between the sidewall portion and the domed portions (see col. 1, Unes 10-14 and 31-37). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have manufactured 
said hollow reinforced plastic preform by separately manufacturing domed portions and a 
cylindrical portion by rolling a fibrous matt and, overlapping cylindrical portion and domed 
portions as taught by Wiltshire ('254) in the process of Murphy et al ('423) because Wihshire 
('254) teaches that such a process is well known, manufacturing simplicity, reduced production 
costs, reduced apparatus costs, etc. and also because. Murphy et al ('423) suggest making a 
preform using chopped fiber, whereas Wiltshire ('254) teaches a chopped fiber plastic preform. 

In regard to claims 8-9, although Murphy et al ('423) teach glass fibers and a 
thermoplastic resin. Murphy et al ('423) do not teach that the ratio of reinforcing fiber to 
thermoplastic material is a constant value of 3:2. Wiltshire ('254) teaches a fibrous pressure 
vessel having a uniform fiber to resin ratio of 3:2 (see col 2, Unes 20-24). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have formed a fibrous pressure vessel 
having a uniform fiber to resin ratio of 3:2 as taught by Wiltshire ('254) using the process of 
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Murphy et al (*423) because, Wiltshire ('254) teaches that such a fiber to resin ratio provides for 
an improved pressure vessel, hence providing for improved product, whereas Murphy et al 
('423) teach a process for making a pressure vessel. 

Specifically regarding claim 12, Wiltshire ('254) teaches overlapping cylindrical portion - 
and domed portions. As such, it is submitted that the resulting wall thickness varies along said 
vessel obtained by the process of Murphy al ('423) in view of Wiltshire ('254) because of 
said overlap between said cylindrical portion and said domed portions. 

4. Claims 5-7 and 36-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LeBreton (US Patent No. 6,660,214 B2) in view of Wiltshire (US Patent No. 4,101,254). 

LeBreton ('214) teaches the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claims 5-7 and 36-37, although LeBreton ('214) teach making said fiber 
preform using chopped fiber by separately making the sidewall portion and the domed portions, 
LeBreton ('214) does not teach that the sidewall portion overlaps the domed portions and that 
said sidewall portion is made by rolling a fibrous mat. Wiltshire (*254) teaches making a hollow 
reinforced plastic preform by separately manufacturing domed portions and a cylindrical portion 
by rolling a fibrous matt. Further, Wiltshire ('254) teaches that in such a process an overlap 
results between the sidewall portion and the domed portions (see col. 1, hnes 10-14 and 31-37). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have manufactured 
said hollow reinforced plastic preform by separately manufacturing domed portions and a 
cylindrical portion by rolling a fibrous matt and, overlapping cylindrical portion and domed 
portions as taught by Wiltshire ('254) m the process of LeBreton ('214) because Wiltshire ('254) 
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teaches that such a process is well known, manufacturing simplicity, reduced production costs, 
reduced apparatus costs, etc. and also because, LeBreton ('214) teaches making a preform using 
chopped fiber, whereas Wiltshire C254) teaches a chopped fiber plastic preform. 

5. Claims 25-26, 30, 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LeBreton (US Patent No. 6,660,214 B2) in view of Muiphy et al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl). 

LeBreton ('214) teaches the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claims 25-26, 30, 32-34, LeBreton ('214) does not teach the use of a vacuum. 
Murphy et al ('423) teach venting of a mold while molding a fiber reinforced thermopalstic 
vessel in order to permit trapped air to escape and hence, to avoid void formation (see col. 6, 
lines 33-38). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
provided venting of the mold as taught by Murphy et al ('423) in the process LeBreton ('214) 
because, Murphy et al ('423) teach that venting permits trapped air to escape and hence, to 
avoid void formation, hence providing for an improved product. 

6. Claims 10, 16-18 are rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy 
et al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of LeBreton (US Patent No. 6,660,214 B2). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 10, Murphy et al ('423) do not teach that the ratio of reinforcing fiber to 
thermoplastic material varies within said preform. LeBreton ('214) teaches that the ratio of 
reinforcing fiber to thermoplastic material varies throughout the preform depending on desired 
characteristics of the resulting article (see col. 3, lines 1-6). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have varied the ratio of reinforcing fiber to 
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thermoplastic material throughout the preform as taught by LeBreton ('214) in the process of 
Murphy et al ('423) because, LeBreton ('214) specifically teaches that the ratio of reinforcing 
fiber to thermoplastic material varies throughout the preform depending on desired 
characteristics of the resulting article, hence providing for an improved product. 

In regard to claims 16-17, Murphy et al ('423) do not teach at least partially bonding said 
bladder to the interior of said preform. LeBreton ('214) specifically teaches that it is well known 
to at least partially bond said bladder to said preform by treating said bladder with an adhesive 
agent (see col. 1, lines 43-48 and col. 4, hues 53-59). Therefore, it would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art to have treated said bladder with an adhesive agent as taught by 
LeBreton ('214) in the process of Murphy et al ('423) because, LeBreton ('214) specifically 
teaches that such bonding is well known depending on the functionality of the resulting product, 
hence providing for improved process versatihty and product characteristics. 

Specifically regarding claims 17-18, Murphy et al ('423) do not teach at least partially 
releasing said bladder from the interior of said preform. LeBreton ('214) specifically teaches that 
it is well known to at least partially release said bladder to said preform by treating said bladder 
with a release agent (see col. 1, lines 43-48 and col. 4, lines 53-59). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have treated said bladder with a release agent 
as taught by LeBreton ('214) in the process of Murphy et al ('423) because, LeBreton ('214) 
specifically teaches that such releasing is well known depending on the functionality of the 
resulting product and it provides for reusability of said bladder, hence providing for improved 
process versatihty and reduced production costs. 
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7. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et al 
(US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 14, although Murphy et al ('423) teach chopped fiber, Murphy et al 
C423) do not teach specific fiber lengths. Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al) teach a process for 
making a fiber reinforced composite pressure vessel using chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 
inches (see paragraph [0065]). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in. 
the art to have provided chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches as taught by Carter et al 
(US 2003/0111473 Al) in the process of Murphy et al (M23) because, Carter et al (US 
2003/01 1 1473 Al) specifically teach that such a length provides for an improved pressure vessel, 
whereas Murphy et al ('423) teach the use of chopped fiber in making a pressure vessel. 

8. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et al 
(US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Sandmark (US Patent no. 46,582,540 Bl). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 16, although Murphy et al ('423) teach bonding of the liner (bladder) 
and the fiber reinforced thermoplastic material, Murphy et al ('423) do not teach applying an 
adhesive to the bladder (Uner). Sandmark ('540) teaches a process for making a fiber reinforced 
pressure vessel including, applying an adhesive onto the liner in order to better improve the 
bonding characteristics between the liner and the fiber reinforced layer (see col. 4, lines 53-63). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided an 
adhesive layer between said bladder (hner) and said fiber reinforced layer as taught by Sandmark 
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('540) in the process of Murphy et al ('423) because, Sandmark ('540) teaches that such an 
adhesive improves the bonding characteristics between the liner and the fiber reinforced layer, 
hence providing for an improved product and also because, Murphy et al ('423) specifically 
teach an embodiment in which the liner (bladder)is bonded to the fiber reinforced thermoplastic 
material, hence teaching a desirability to use the inflatable bladder as the internal liner of the 
pressure vessel. 

9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et al 
(US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Lankheet (US Patent no. 4,267,142). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 18, although Murphy et al ('423) teach removmg said bladder after 
molding, Murphy et al ('423) do not teach applying a mold release agent to said bladder. 
However, the use of a mold release agent is well known in the art as evidenced by Lankheet 
('142) that teaches the use of a mold release agent to remove an elastic bladder (30) (see col. 5, 
lines 8-12). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
applied a mold release agent to said bladder as taught by Lankheet ('142) in the process of 
Murphy et al ('423) because, Murphy et al ('423) teach removing said bladder after molding, 
whereas Lankheet ('142) teaches that in order to remove an elastic bladder a mold release agent 
is required. 

10. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et al 
(US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Banchelin et al (US Patent No. 5,814,268). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 
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Regarding claim 24, although Murphy et al ('423) teach a silicone bladder, Murphy et al 
(*423) do not teach a neoprene bladder. Banchelin et al ('268) teach that silicone and neoprene 
bladders are equivalent alternatives for an inflatable bladder (see col. 4, lines 2-5). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have used a neoprene bladder as 
taught by Banchelin et al ('268) as an equivalent altemative to a silicone bladder in the process 
of Murphy et al ('423) because, BancheUn et al ('268) specifically teach that silicone and 
neoprene bladders are equivalent alternatives for an inflatable bladder, whereas Murphy et al 
('423) teach a silicone bladder 

11. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et 
al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view Reyes (US Patent No. 6,010, 41 1). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claims 19-20, Murphy et al ('423) does not teach specific moldmg conditions 
such as, molding temperature, time and pressure. It is noted that Murphy et al ('423) teach that 
the heating process is determined such as to a temperature sufficient to melt said thermoplastic 
material and force said preform to conform to the inner surface of said mold (see col. 8, lines 25- 
30). Reyes (*411) teaches a process for molding a fiber reinforced thermoplastic hollow object 
using an inflatable bladder (col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 1). Further, Reyes ('411) teaches 
that the curing/solidification process is dependent on the molding time and temperature and, 
bladder pressure and as such, it is submitted that the molding time and temperature and, bladder 
pressure are result effective-variables. In re Antonie. 59 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to use routine experimentation to determine optimum 
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levels for the molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure in the process of Murphy et al 
('423) in view of Reyes ('41 1) because, Reyes ('411) teaches that the curing/soUdification 
process is dependent on the molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure and as such, it is 
submitted that the molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure are result effective- 
variables. 

12. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et al 
(US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view Reyes (US Patent No. 6,010, 41 1) and in further view of 
Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al). 

Murphy et al ('423) in view of Reyes ('41 1) teach the basic claimed process as described 

above. 

Regarding claim 22, although Murphy et al ('423) in view of Reyes ('411) teach 
chopped fiber. Murphy et al ('423) in view of Reyes ('41 1) do not teach specific fiber lengths. 
Carter et al (US 2003/0111473 Al) teach a process for making a fiber reinforced composite 
pressure vessel using chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches (see paragraph [0065]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided 
chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches as taught by Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al) in 
the process of Murphy et al ('423) in view of Reyes ('411) because, Carter et al (US 
2003/01 1 1473 Al) specifically teach that such a length provides for an inqjroved pressure vessel, 
whereas Murphy et al ('423) teach the use of chopped fiber in making a pressure vessel. 
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13. Claims 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Murphy et 
al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Wiltshire (US Patent No. 4,101,254) and in further 
view of Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al) and Reyes (US Patent No. 6,010, 41 1). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 31, although Murphy et al ('423) teach glass fibers and thermoplastic 
fibers (see col. 5, hnes 62-67), Murphy et al ('423) do not teach that the ratio of reinforcing fiber 
to thermoplastic fibers is a constant value of 3:2. Wiltshire (*254) teaches a fibrous pressure 
vessel having a uniform fiber to resin ratio of 3:2 (see col. 2, lines 20-24). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have formed a fibrous pressure vessel 
having a uniform fiber to resin ratio of 3:2 as taught by Wiltshire ('254) using the process of 
Murphy et al (*423) because, Wiltshire ('254) teaches that such a fiber to resin ratio provides for 
an improved pressure vessel, hence providing for improved product, whereas Murphy et al 
('423) teach a process for making a pressure vessel. 

Further regarding claim 31, Murphy et al ('423) in view of WiUshire ('254) do not teach 
specific fiber lengths. Carter et al (US 2003/0111473 Al) teach a process for making a fiber 
reinforced composite pressure vessel using chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches (see 
paragraph [0065]). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have provided chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches as taught by Carter et al (US 
2003/0111473 Al) in the process of Murphy et al ('423) in view of Wiltshire ('254) because. 
Carter et al (US 2003/0111473 Al) specifically teach that such a length provides for an 
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improved pressure vessel, whereas Murphy et al ('423) teach the use of chopped fiber in making 
a pressure vessel. 

Further regarding claim 31, Murphy et al ('423) in view of Wiltshire (*254) and in 
further view of Carter et al (US 2003/0111473 Al) do not teach specific molding conditions 
such as, molding tenq)erature, time and pressure. It is noted that Murphy et al ('423) teach that 
the heating process is determined such as to a temperature sufficient to melt said thermoplastic 
material and force said preform to conform to the inner surface of said mold (see col. 8, Unes 25- 
30). Reyes ('411) teaches a process for molding a fiber reinforced thermoplastic hollow object 
using an inflatable bladder (col 4, line 60 through col. 5, line 1). Further, Reyes ('41 1) teaches 
that the curing/solidification process is dependent on the molding time and tenperature and, 
bladder pressure and as such, it is submitted that the molding time and temperature and, bladder 
pressure are result effective- variables. In re Antonie. 59 F.2d 618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977). . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to use routine experimentation to deteraiine optimum 
levels for the molding time and ten5)erature and, bladder pressure in the process of Mxxrphy et al 
('423) in view of Wiltshire ('254) and in fiirther view of Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al) and 
Reyes ('41 1), because Reyes ('41 1) teaches that the curing/soUdification process is dependent on 
the molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure and as such, it is submitted that the 
molding time and tenq^erature and, bladder pressure are result effective-variables. 

In regard to claim 32, Murphy et al ('423) teach the use of vacuum while pressurizing 
said preform (see col. 9, lines 10-12). 
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14. Claims 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentable over Murphy et 
al (US Patent No. 6,171,423 Bl) in view of Wiltshire (US Patent No. 4,101,254) and in further 
view of Reyes (US Patent No. 6,010, 41 1). 

Murphy et al ('423) teach the basic claimed process as described above. 

Regarding claim 33, although Murphy et al ('423) teach a wide variety of methods of 
making said fiber preform including using chopped fiber (see col, 4, Hues 64-67), Murphy et al 
('423) do not teach that the sidewall portion overlaps the domed portions and that said sidewall 
portion is made by rolling a fibrous mat. However, manufacturing a hollow reinforced plastic 
preform by separately manufacturing domed portions and a cylindrical portion by rolling a 
fibrous matt, is well known as evidenced by Wiltshire ('254) which teaches that in such a 
process an overlap results between the sidewall portion and the domed portions (see col. 1, lines 
10-14 and 31-37). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have manufactured said hollow reinforced plastic preform by separately manufacturing domed 
portions and a cylindrical portion by rolling a fibrous matt and, overlapping cylindrical portion 
and domed portions as taught by Wiltshire ('254) in the process of Murphy et al ('423) because 
Wiltshire ('254) teaches that such a process is well known, whereas Murphy et al ('423) suggest 
making a preform using chopped fiber. 

Further regarding claim 33, Murphy et al ('423) in view of Wiltshire ('254) do not teach 
specific molding conditions such as, molding temperature, time and pressure. It is noted that 
Murphy et al ('423) teach that the heating process is determined such as to a temperature 
sufficient to melt said thermoplastic material and force said preform to conform to the inner 
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surface of said mold (see col. 8, lines 25-30). Reyes ('41 1) teaches a process for molding a fiber 
reinforced thermoplastic hollow object using an inflatable bladder (col. 4, line 60 through col. 5, 
line 1). Further, Reyes ('411) teaches that the curmg/solidification process is dependent on the 
molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure and as such, it is submitted that the molding 
time and tenperature and, bladder pressure are result effective- variables. In re Antonie , 59 F.2d 
618, 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA 1977), Therefore, it would have been obvious to use routine 
experimentation to determine optimum levels for the molding time and temperature and, bladder 
pressure in the process of Murphy et al ('423) in view of Wiltshire ('254) and in further view of 
Reyes ('41 1), because Reyes ('41 1) teaches that the curing/solidification process is dependent on 
the molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure and as such, it is submitted that the 
molding time and temperature and, bladder pressure are result effective- variables. 

In regard to claim 34, Murphy et al ('423) teach the use of vacuum while pressurizing 
said preform (see col. 9, Hues 10-12). 

Response to Arguments 
6. Applicants' remarks filed February 7, 2005 have been considered. 

Applicants argue that because the "Lebraton '214 reference is by the same inventor as the 
current appUcation" it 'cannot be cited against the appUcation under 35 U.S.C. §102(e)" (se page 
16 of the amendment filed 2/7/2005). However, it is noted that although the applied reference 
has a common inventor with the instant application, it has a different "inventive entity" and as 
such, based upon the earher effective U.S. fiUng date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
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under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome either by a 
showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in the reference was 
derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not the invention "by another," or by an 
appropriate showing under 37 CFR 1.131. 

Applicants argue that Murphy et al (M23) does not teach "that the reinforcing 
fibers... are intermixed with discrete thermoplastic fibers" (see page 17 of the amendment filed 
2/7/2005). In response, it is noted that this argument is drawn to a newly presented claim 
limitation that has been rejected in this Office Action as set forth above. Specifically, Murphy et 
al (*423) teach that reinforcing fiber material (12) and thermoplastic material (13) are separate 
strands (discrete fibers) or are commingled as discrete strands to form a yam (see col. 5, lines 30- 
65). 

In response to appUcanfs arguments against the teachings of Murphy et al ('423) and 
Wiltshire ('254) individually (see pages 17-18 of the amendment field 2/7/2005), one cannot 
show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re 
Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicants argue that Wiltshire ('254) does not teach or suggest "that the 60/40 ratio of 
resin to fiber is a ratio of lengths" (see page 18 of the amendment field 2/7/2005). In response, it 
is noted that the teachings of Wiltshire ('254) were used to show that is known to have fibrous 
pressure vessel having a uniform fiber to resin ratio of 3:2 (see col. 2, hues 20-24). It is the 
teachings of Carter et al (US 2003/01 1 1473 Al) that were used to show a process for making a 



Application/Control Number: 10/074,449 
Art Unit: 1732 



Page 21 



fiber reinforced composite pressure vessel using chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches 
(see paragraph [0065]). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have provided chopped fiber having a length of 0.5-3 inches as taught by Carter et al (US 
2003/0111473 Al) in the process of Murphy et al (^423) in view of Wiltshire ('254) because, 
Carter et al (US 2003/0111473 Al) specifically teach that such a length provides for an 
improved pressure vessel, whereas Murphy et al ('423) teach the use of chopped fiber in making 
a pressure vessel. Furthermore, it is noted that the fiber to resin ratio is remain constant 
regardless of whether the resin is in fiber, powder or Uquid form because of the universal mass 
conservation law. 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time pohcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Conclusion 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefan Staicovici, Ph.D. whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1208. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael P. Colaianni, can be reached on (571) 272-1 196. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this appKcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpubhshed 
appUcations is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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